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BALANCED BUDGET RECONCILIATION/Business Use of Homes

SUBJECT: Balanced Budget Reconciliation Act of 1995 . . . S. 1357. Exon motion to waive the Budget Act for the
consideration of the Lautenberg motion to commit the bill to the Committee on Finance with instructions.

ACTION: MOTION REJECTED, 39-60

SYNOPSIS: As reported, S. 1357, the Balanced Budget Reconciliation Act of 1995, will result in a balanced budget in se
years, as scored by the Congressional Budget Office (CBO). The bill will also provide a $245 billion middle-cla
tax cut, $141.4 billion of which will be to provide a $500 per child tax credit.

The Lautenberg motion to committhe bill to the Committee on Finance would instruct the Committee to report the hill back
within 3 session days with provisions that would expand the deductibility of expenses incurred in connection with thefrisines:
of one's home. (The intention of the motion was to overturn a 1993 Supreme Court ruling that narrowed the definition ©f expe
that could be deducted). The cost of the amendment would be offset by adjusting the corporate tax rate (the tax rate twould h.
be increased from 28 percent to 32 percent in order to offset the cost of overturning this Supreme Court ruling).

The amendment was offered after all debate time had expired. However, by unanimous consent, 1 minute of debate was pel
on the amendment, and some statements were inserted into the record. Following debate, Senator Domenici raised ther point
that the Lautenberg amendment was not germane and thus violated the Budget Act. Senator Exon then moved to waive the |
Act for the consideration of the amendment. Generally, those favoring the motion to waive favored the amendment; those opp
the motion to waive opposed the amendment.

NOTE: A three-fifths majority (60) vote of the Senate is required to waive the Budget Act. Following the failure of the motic
to waive, the point of order was upheld and the amendment thus fell.

Those favoringthe motion to waive contended:

For a relatively minor cost, the Lautenberg amendment would greatly help small businesses across America by overturni
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ill-considered Supreme Court ruling in 1993. That ruling narrowed the allowable tax deduction for the business use ofone's hom
Currently, that deduction may be taken under 3 circumstances--if the home office is physically separate from the restepf the ho

if the office is the normal place of business for meeting with patients, clients, or customers; or if the office is tlaé peneipf

business. In 1993, the Supreme Court ruled that this 3rd definition meant that most business had to be conducted inftine home be
home business expenses could be deducted. Thus, for example, a plumber who had his office in his home could no longer claim a
business use of his home. This ruling has hurt small businessmen and women across the country (since women are more apt to work
out of their homes, this ruling especially has hurt them). We oppose this ruling, and thus favor this amendment.

Those opposinghe motion to waive contended:

Our colleagues have failed to mention that their amendment would increase the corporate tax rate by 4 percent. This huge tax
increase is unacceptable so we urge the rejection of the motion to waive.



